Rural communities throughout the Asia-Pacific are generally more exposed to climate-driven changes to their livelihoods than those in larger/urban communities. We developed and piloted a community resilience tool to be used to support climate change adaptation within existing development planning pathways. Our framework included 39 key questions based around outcomes related to (i) livelihoods and environment, (ii) infrastructure, (iii) community self-reliance, and (iv) climate and disaster management. In peri-urban Thuy Thanh (Vietnam), climate and disaster management were most concerning, with plan implementation funding the most limiting factor. In rural Vinh Hai, livelihood and environment outcomes were of most concern but again, plan implementation funding and information contributed to poorer outcomes.
implementation funding and information contributed to poorer outcomes.
In rural Lvea Krang (Cambodia) community outcomes were most concerning, limited by ineffective collaboration, and plan implementation funding.
In peri-urban Chamkar Samrong, all outcomes except climate and disaster management were of concern, with plan implementation funding and information the most limiting factors. Building resilience requires context-based consideration of desired outcomes and factors that affect them. Our assessment tool provides project managers with a comparably cheap means for monitoring the long-term effectiveness of uncoordinated aid donor projects in supporting community-based adaptation to climate change. 
INTRODUCTION
Climate change adaptation in Asia is particularly complex owing to interactions of geography, income, capacity and population change. The overwhelming majority of the population rely on subsistence agriculture, making them particularly vulnerable to both climate variability and change. For example, 80% of Cambodians depend on subsistence agriculture (mostly rice and fish) (Thomas et al. 2013) . Forecast rice yield losses of 5% predicted by 2020 in Cambodia, combined with few opportunities for livelihood diversification, means that HIGHLIGHTS » Resilience assessment supports climate change adaptation using existing resources » Factors limiting overall resilience are mostly dependent on context » Limited resources and plan implementation commonly drove poor resilience outcomes » Central Vietnam reported higher community resilience than Cambodia » Links between climate change and development outcomes are often misunderstood communities may experience severe and recurrent food shortages and debt if adaptation planning is not effective (Nuorteva et al. 2010 , Sovacool et al. 2012 .
Community vulnerability to climate change can be minimized through adaptation planning that builds on inherent community-based sources of resilience (Adger et al. 2011) . Understanding such resilience is especially important in remoter areas where communities are largely self-reliant yet may or may not have developed high degrees of adaptability to climate-driven change (Nunn et al. 2014) ; an additional consideration is a degree to which such communities retain their levels of traditional coping in the face of encroaching globalization. Vulnerability comprises a community's exposure to risk and their sensitivity to impacts arising from risks (Adger et al. 2011 ). Community resilience is broader than vulnerability, including consideration of a community's assets and the dynamics by which they are able to and are limited in mobilizing those assets to address risk. Thus, it pays greater attention to governance and social dynamics that affect a community's development trajectory (Magis 2010) . Understanding each community's assets and how they can be mobilised are critical in addressing the climate change-development nexus in comparatively poor rural communities (Friend and Moench 2013 , Adger et al. 2011 , Adger et al. 2013 ) yet this understanding is limited in the Asia-Pacific region and merits further investigation (Friend et al. 2014 , Nuorteva et al. 2010 
Assessment Framework Development
Starting in 2014, we reviewed ten community resilience assessment frameworks and indicators (excluding disaster resilience on the basis that it addresses climate crises rather than slow onset change) to develop a common indicator set. We then aligned indicators against a framework based on context, management inputs, planning, plan implementation and outcomes (including livelihoods, infrastructure, community and climate and disaster management). This assessment structure is endorsed by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) to meet commitments to the Convention on Biological Diversity (Leverington et al. 2010 ). We developed a four-point qualitative scoring system for each of 39 questions with example high and low scores. Lastly, we revised our framework on the basis of expert feedback workshops with academics, climate change experts and NGOs, and policymakersfor example, adjustment to wording and indicators. Full details of the framework can be found in Jacobson and
Nguon (2016) and Tran et al. (2016) . Examples of questions and scores are provided in Table 1 .
This framework structure provides a rapid and cost-effective assessment process. Qualitative assessments have been routinely criticised in monitoring and evaluation, irrespective of their ability to verify information needed for decision-making and a structured approach to planning in the absence of quantitative data (Hockings et al. 2009, Jacobson et al. in press) . Where it does exist, quantitative information was incorporated into the assessment.
Assessment Process
The assessment was conducted as a workshop or focus group discussions with Commune Council, Village leaders and community groups in each of the four communes. In Cambodia, we also conducted a needs assess- 
Adaptation Dialogue Process
The adaptation dialogue process At the end of the process, we asked participants to summarize the most pertinent issues, to identify adaptation actions that could address them, and to determine who should be responsible for these.
RESULTS

Viet Nam
Thuy Thanh Commune results (Figure 2) 4. Identifying and investing in livelihood diversification to sustain market-driven food production in the face of adverse climate events, to address poor livelihood and environment inputs and information score; and 5. Improving disaster preparedness, including the ability to survive for more than ten days without normal services or access (given the time it takes to receive support), i.e. the yellow climate and disaster management inputs and information score.
Cambodia
In comparison to the two communes in Vietnam, This addresses some aspects of the poor community scores.
DISCUSSION
The commonalities across all four communes are a lack of funds to implement plans and the general responsiveness of infrastructure planning. We did not identify any apparent patterns in results between peri-urban and rural communes. A larger sample size may indicate differences but our results suggest that every commune appears to face a mixed bag of issues, none exactly duplicating another, that affect its resilience. Our work has demonstrated that a policy dialogue approach is critical to identifying transformative approaches to adaptation (see Thomsen et al. 2012 ) that address urgent issues around community viability and contribute to long-term solutions for sustaining livelihoods. This supports the suggestion that successful climate change adaptation in Asia requires attention to be shifted from plan writing to the creation of spaces for informed dialogue (Friend et al., 2014) .
In general, factors contributing to livelihood and community self-reliance were scored lowest. These include issues such as the ability to ensure income security in times of climate-related crises and to diversify livelihoods post-crisis, the responsiveness of planning to community needs and to reducing vulnerability, and building community networks and engagement during climate shock and stress events. Our tool has identified factors contributing most and least to resilience outcomes. Understanding how to build resilience is considered an emerging research agenda in integrated and advanced interpretations of community and disaster resilience (Davidson et al. 2016 ) but could include con- In our assessment, we asked specifically about whether planning reduced vulnerability and about the needs of the most vulnerable groups. The detailed discussion of these questions and subsequent poor scores lead us to conclude that understanding how best to address the needs of marginalized groups in resilience and vulnerability assessments requires greater attention.
CONCLUSION
This project has (1) parisons. The sensitivity of the tool to detect changes in resilience on the basis of adaptation activities must also be examined.
Our results highlight that building resilience requires
context-based consideration of desired development outcomes and factors affecting the status of them. The third contribution of our work is to demonstrate how these can be captured in both assessment design and extension dialogue processes. A benefit of our assessment and policy dialogue process is that it could be used as a rapid approach to monitoring the effectiveness of aid projects designed to support community-based adaptation to climate change, e.g. as a companion to mid-term review; there are often many projects running simultaneously in any community, but a lack of coordination across projects sometimes exists. In this way, as illustrated by our policy dialogue workshops, community members are better able to express their needs and get the attention of their provincial, aid and NGO partners.
Long-term use could also indicate whether adaptation path dependency is becoming an issue.
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